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THE PEACH YELLOWS SITUATION IN ILLINOIS 
By Gilbert Le Stout 


After a long period of supposed non-occurrence, in the state, peach 
yellows was found in Illinois in the summer of 1927. In view of the dreaded 
nature of the disease and the havoc it has wrought in eastern states, consid- 
erable interest was aroused at the time, and in order to determine the extent 
and importance of the disease in Illinois orchards a special survey was under- 
taken. This has been in progress during the past three seasons, and it seems 
appropriate to give an account of the. situation as it now appears to existe 


Historical Account, 


Although. the records do not show that peach yellows has been, in the 
past, of any great importance in the state, the malady was reported to have 
occurred in Illinois as much as forty-two years agoe In 1588, Erwin P. Smith, 
in his preliminary report on peach yellows (1) stated; 


"The disease is: said to exist in two places in southern Illinois-- — 


near Duquoin, Perry County, and in the neighborhood of Villa Ridge, 
Pulaski Countye . Quite a good many peaches are grown in ‘this part of 
Illinois," 


In looking up the source which he indicates for this quotation we find 
the following (2): 


"Investigations in Illinois, through orchardists in different 
parts of the state, revealed no existing disease, except near Duquoin, 


(1) Smith, EB. FP. Peach yellows: a preliminary reporte U. S. Dept. Agr. Bote 
Div. Sect. Vege Path. Bul. 9: 82. 1888. | Sei 

(2) Report on the condition of growing cropss Us. S. Dept. Agr. Report of the 
Statistician. New Ser. 43: 376-377 Aug. 1887. 


Perry County, and in the neighborhood of Villa Ridge, Pulaski County, 
both in southern Illinois. It was introduced into Perry by trees from 
the eastern states, and into. Pulaski by trees ara’ from Delaware. 


Perry County leads to the belief that it has no abuterenes for any 

one variety more than another and when introduced is liable to attack 
healthy or weak trees, either on rich or poor soils. In the County 

of Pulaski, on their rich, heavy, clay soil, the disease has not as 

yet extended beyond trees brought from states where the disease exists.' 
He states that, in this county, buds from diseased trees were inserted 
into healthy young trees; that the appearance of disease was produced, 
but that the affected trees soon recovered with good cultures It should 
be stated, however, that.Professor Burrill, of the Illinois University, 
is credited with the opinion that the disease is not certainly known to 
have occurred in Illinois, and it is understood that he is supported 

in this view by some of its practical pomologists." 


Two statements (the last two sentences) in the above quotation indicate 


that some shadow of doubt mist be cast upon the correctmess of this first report. | 


Trees once affected with genuine yellows have never been known to recover, and 
it would seem that the trees here referred to as having recovered were not 
really affected with yellows. 

Following this record, there is in the literature no further report of 
the occurrence of peach yellows in Illinois until the present, but in the her- 
-barium Of the Illinois State Natural History Survey at Urbana are a number of 
. Specimens which were collected, according to the notes they bear as follows: 


. One from Christopher, Pranklin County, October 25, 1900, R. A. 
Braucher; one from Duquoin, Perry Courty, September 7, 1900, R. Ae 
Simpson; five from Duquoin, Perry County, October 17, 18, and 19, 
1900, R. A. Braucher; one from Elkville, Jackson County, October 19, 
1900, R. A. Brau cher; one from Tamaroa, Perry County, October 18, 
1900, R. A. Braucher; one from Quincy, Adams County, September 1, 
1900, E. C. Greene 


An sxamination‘or these specimens revealed, except possibly in the case 
of one from the Duquoin region, the presence of the wiry, willowy growth that 
is symptomatic of yellows. 

With the exception of the Quincy specimen, these collections were all 
‘adits within 20 miles or less of each other, and in the southern part of the 


state, just south of what is now known es the Centralia commercial peach region. — 


The Quincy specimen was taken from a nursery some 200 tiles (about 250 miles by 
road) to the northwest and in the extreme western part of the state, a region 
in which peaches do not at present constitute a very important commercial crop, 
though there are some commercial orchards therc, and won are sometimes 
‘planted as fillers between apples. . 

_ In the Plant Disease Reporter of June 1, 1928, in the discussion on a 
peach yellows Senteinetinn nap prepared by W. A. Archer, the following state- 
ment is made (3): 


3) Diseases of 12uit, and nut crops in the Uniteu Status in 1y27. Plant Dis. 


Aptr. Supl. 60: 166.° 
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"In a letter to the Plant Disease Survey in 1925, Anderson stated 
that he has given the matter of oceurrence of yellows in Illinois con- 


siderable attention since 1917 and has not observed a single affected 
tree during that period." : 


It may be. further stated that tats State. Natural History Survey in the course 
of its regular plant disease survey work, has, had, since 1921, from one to 
four (usually two) pathologists in the field. continuously during the growing 


-season, and, up to the time of finding the first tree two years ago, no cases 


of peach yellows in the state had been observed by then. This, of course, 
does not mean that sporadic cases have not been occurring, and we now have 
evidence to indicate that they have been, but it would seem that had the dis- 


ease been of any great importance in the state it would have come to our at- 
tention sooner than is. did. 


Recent Cases 


' With this rather negative history for peach yellows in Jllinois, the 
growers and horticulturists of the state were enjoying a rather comfortable 
feeling of security from this disease until the summer of 1927, when Dr. M. J. 
Dorsey of the Department’ of Horticulture at the University of Illinois observed 
near Irvington, Jefferson County, in a thirty-five acre mixed planting of J. H. 
Hale and Heath Cling trees then about eight years ‘old, a single J. He Hale af- 
fected with yellows. This location was only about six miles south of Centralia 
and in an important peach growing section of the state. Immediately plans were 
made by the Natural History Survey for a. preliminary inspection of the orchards 
in the immediate vicinity to det>mine the extent of the disease. Every tree 
in approximately 750 acres’ of peach orchard of: all-ages within an area of about 
ten square miles was inspected during the rest of: the summer with the result 
that two additional affected trees were found in neighboring orchards. 

In 1928: only a very few orchards, all in the immediate vicinity of the . 
original diseased trees, were inspected. During the season, however, six ad- 
ditional trees were found, in the same orchards a& the year previous. 

Dur ing the 192yY season, in cooperation with a scouting crew furnished 
by the plant inspection service of the State Department of Agriculture, the 
area surveyed in 1927 was reinspected, and the search was extended over addi- 
tional territory in Marion, Jefferson, end Wash ington Counties and into Pike 
and Pulaski Counties. The results of the three-season survey are shown in 
table De 

The relatively high rate indicated for 19h in the table is due to the. 
fact that inspection during that season was confined to the few orchards in 
Which yellows was found in 1927 and two others nearbye It will be noted in 
the 1929 data that Pike County has a relatively high percentage of infection. 


of the Disease in Illinois 


Peach yellows in Illinois does not seem to be essentially different 
from yellows elsewhere except in its apparently slower rate of spread. Obviously 
we have had the disease here for some time; yet it has not assumed any great 
economic importancee In only a few orchards does it seem to be an immediately 
threatening factor, and these are mostly in the west-céntral part of the state 
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(Pike County), where the situation is worse because of the smaller size of the 
orchards and the-relatively greater number of affected trees. 

In a ten acre planting of fourtéen-year old Elbertas in Marion County, 
two trees (nearly adjacent-- separated by one healthy tree) were found in 1929 
to be in the last stages or yellows, and. from their general appearance and 
their history as given by the owner they have probably been diseased for about 
five years. No other'‘trees around them or in the same or adjacent orchards are 
showing any’ symptoms of yellows. This same situation has been approximately - 
repeated in other orchards. 

On-the other hand, ir a thirty-five acre planting of Elbertas, thirteen 
and fourteen years old, in Jefferson County, one tree.was found in the early 
stages of yellows in 1927, five were found in 192 28, and three more in 1929-6 
These were well scattered over the orchard. Also, in 1929, two tree were found 


in the planting just across the road, which is somewhat younger. In Pike County 
the evidence of spread is still stronger. ou 


"fable 5. Results. of orchard inspection for peach yellows in Tllinois, 
1927-1929. 


~~: Orchards: Trees: Trees : Trees doubtful: Per cent of 


Year: County ins oo: ine dis- ; or : trees 
spected spected: eased suspicious _:. diseased 
: Washington : 4,704: ce) 
Total -1927: 65 : 67,500: 4 : 0.004 
: : : : 
1928 : Jeffersén 5 6 : 2  *0.040 
1929 : Jefferson : 37 : 62 1500: 7 : 0.012 
: Marion : 255: 2 3 : 0.001 
: Pike s 17,020: 24 : 26 : 0-141 
: Washington $ 10 10,407; 0. 
Total -1929: 200 206,337: 34 39 
Total for 4 seasons : 27% 3752545: 45 41 : 0.011 


*Doubtful or suspicious trees were not counted in figuring the 
percentage of trees diseased. Only a few of them will 
develop definite yellows symptoms. 


**These three trees had a very suspicious history and will likely 
develop definite yellows symptoms. 


***Inc ludes some duplications because certain orchards were reinspected 
during’ 1928 and 1929. 
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Potatoas Yellows 


Valleau (4), (5), has suggested a possible relationship between peach 
yellows and potatoes and hus based his idea on field observations in Kentucky. 
He has remarked that "the virus disease of potatoes which appears most similar 
to peach yellows, in its general nature, is leaf roll." 

The cases of peach yellows which have come under our observation in 
southern Illinois have not had, to our knowledge, any previous history of 
proximity to potatoes, nor have the commercial orchards in western Illinois, 
in which yellows has been found, had any such historye On the other hand, in 
Pike County we have found, in certain cases, trees, which were undoubtedly 
affected with yellows, growing in close proximity to potatoes and other garden 
plantings. In fact, in two instances, the trees were planted on the borders 
of the gardens and potato patches. 

‘Our observations certainly do not equal Valleau's in their tendency to 
indicate a possible relationship between peach yellows and potatoes, tut they 
likewise do not disprove his theory. It does not necessarily follow from his 
theory, as we understand it, that the proximity of potatoes is entirely essen- 
tial for all cases of yellows, though potatoes might, as an additional host 
for the virus, be a factor in the yellows problem. 


Peach Yellow 
in Illinois 


Reported in 
1 57 and 
MN 
1900 only 


| 
Found since 1927 


Figure 5- Distribution of peach yellows in Illinois. 


) Valleau, W. D. Peach yellows and potatoes. Plant Dis. Rptr. 12 (9): 102- 


103. 1928. 


Proximity of potatoes thought to increase incidence of peach 
yellows in Kentucky. Plant Dis. Rptr. 15 (4): 50-51. 1929. 
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REPORT OP PEACY YELLOWS INSPSCTION IN PENNSYLVANIA - 1929, 


by W, A, MeCubbin 


‘Yellows inspection in 1929 while following in general the plan of . 
previous years was carried out on a somewhat larger scale, both as ‘to the 
ayea covered and the number of trees examined, This year, the work ine . 
volved inspection of 661 orchards in 25 counties and the number of trees. 
inspected passed the million mark (1,030,165) for the first time in the 
history of this work, In these orchards, 1570 trees were marked for ? 
yellows (or Little peach), thus thaking the average ‘occurrence. of disease 
for these trees 0.152 per cent. The results of this inspection are tabu- . 
lated by counties in Table 6. 

In comparing the results with those’ of 1928 which. covered inspeo-~ 
tion in 19 counties with an average of 0.14 per cent of yellows, it might 
be assumed that the’ very slight increase in yellows in 1929 over the . 5 
previous year might be attributed to the ‘iriclusion of so many new counties 
“in which no inspection has heretofore been done. That this is not the case. 
is shown in Table 7 where the inspection results in 1929 are separated into. 
two groups, one containing ‘the counties previously covered, and the other 
involving those counties in which inspection was given’for the first time 
in any extensive way. It is surprising to note that the incidence of 
yellows is slightly less in the new territory and, instead of raising the 
general average, these counties have actually lowered it. We must conclude, 
therefore, that either our inspection activities are of no value whatever 
in keeping down: yellows since there is less of it in counties never touched 
by inspection than in counties. where inspection is a regular procedure; or 
that, in the areas long covered by inspection, there is a stronger tendency 
for the disease to spread than in thé outlying counties. But certain incon- 
Ssistencies of the same sort have been apparent for many years in the terri- 
tory long under inspection; Franklin County has been always remarkably freer 
from yellows than Lebanon or Berks and there are enough orchards and trees 
in these counties to exclude any possibility of this state of affairs being 
mere accident or yearly variation, Moreover, in’ the. eight years of inspec- 
tion in the older territory, there has been a corisistent decrease in the 
yearly average as indicated in Table 8. We are forced to conclude, there~ 
fore, that certain portions of the state are natural infection spots where 
the disease will spread rapidly while in other areas the conditions are 
such that spread takes place with difficulty, The reasons for this differ- 
ence in spread in different localities is. bound up with the whole question 
of the source of yellows infection and the agency of spread, and no informa- 
tion on these points is yet available, | 

The inspection work done in the western counties ae wy Mercer, 
Indiana) was carried out partly to determine if the yellows there was of 
sufficient importance to justify the Department in establishing a regular 
inspection service in these and adjoining counties; and partly to look for 
any evidence which might be useful in the solution of the general question 
of yellows spread, It was found in general that the peach industry in these 
counties lives.under the handicap of uncertain crop largely because of frost 
danger, and that, in consequence, it. is carried on in sporadic fashion, 
often without the constant yearly care that is given where the industry is 
profitably established, For this reason, a regular inspection would be of 
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interest only to the comparatively few growers who may be considered to be 
in the business permanently, 

On the other hand, the western growers with few exceptions are alive 
to the danger of yellows and remove the trees promptly, When questioned on 
tiis point, several older men stated that tnvy had had an epidemic of 
yellows about 20 years ago anc that they had learned from this experience 
and from the recommendations of Devartinent workers at that time to use the 
ax pranptly, They all agree in this storv and that since that period of 
destruction by yellows, the discase has not heen troublesome, though it 
crops up now and then, 

Under the circumstances just outlined, it is considered unnecessary 
at present to attempt any cystematic inspection in these western counties 


such as is put on in the eastern area, The same conditions appear to exist 
in several 


methodical inspection is worth while here also, 


Inspection Staff anc Territory 


The staff of inspectors used in 1929 were largely men employed in 
former years, It has been found a very satisfactory policy to employ High 
School teachers for this inspection; they are men of good caliber, are con- 
scientious in their work, are able to meet the public well and, what is of 
importance to the Departinent, they come back year after year so that the 
training of a new force each year is unnecessary. Also, they are assigned 
the saiie territory each year as far as possible, and their faniliarity with 
conditions in their areas enables thei to cover the orchards much oauicker, 


They also soon establish personally friendly relations with the peach owners 


which is a decided advantage. 


We were fortunate in retaining all the staf? of 1923 end, in addition, 


engaged one new rember, +. B. Bickle. The assignment of territory to the 
various members of the inspection for 1929 was as follows: 


A. WW. Buckman —~ Montgomery, Lehigh, Pucks. 
F, G. Wilson -— Dauphin, Perry, Lebanon, Snyder, Cumberland (east 


half), 
J, F. tevs -— Berks, 
J. WI. Campbell-— York, Adans, 
S. ¢. Miller Franklin, Cumberland (west half). 
J, Lewing -- Lancaster, Chester, Delaware, Schuylkill, Juniata, 
G. B, Bikle - + Carbon, Northumberland, Columbia, Northampton, Union, 
F, L. Holdridge— Field Supervisor for the above. 
W. 


A. McCubbin-— Indiana, Armstrong, Mercer, (Partly for survey pur- 
poses) 


Some slight changes of tcrritory were made later, but this outline 
was substantially adhered to during the season, 
Inspection was begun July 1 and ended August 31 with the exception 
of some additional work carried on by Mr. Buckman and Mr, Holdridge in 
September and the collection of data in October from the orchards where 


the owners hed agreed to carry out the inspection and turn the records over 
to us for our files, 
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of the counties west of the Susquehanna and it is doubtful whether 
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The long continued dry weather during the inspection period enabled 
the inspection to proceed in record time without loss of time from rain, 
Over most of the area, the peach crop was good and growth conditions nee, 
both of which were favorable to inspection work, 


Table 6, Summary of peach yellows inspection in Pennsylvania ia 


1929. 
County Number of : Number trees : Marked for : Per cent 
: orchards :; inspected: yellows marked 

Armstrong : 11 : 5,35 : 
Adams : 63 : 91,46 : 14 :  .O15 
Bucks : 35 aes : 103 : 
Berks : 51 : 127,363 : 221 : 
Chester 28 043 : 79 : 
Carbon 17 : : : 028 
Cumberland : 54845 : 76 — 
Columbia : 13,985 : 3 : 
Dauphin 22 19,992 : 39 
Delaware : 16 : 14,503 : 
Franklin 75 : 631, : “12 : 2121 
Indiana : 27 : 12,273 : 65 : 
Juniata : 22 : 34,852 : 16 > 045 
Lancaster 29 : 102 e250 
Lebanon : 30, 394. : 17 
Lehigh 10 53,900 : 12 : 
Montgomery : 17 : 31,025 : 54 :  ,169 
Northumberland : rh : .000 
Perry : 15,030 : 12 
Snyder "49,550 : 63. 
Schuylkill : 32 : 15,30 8 4S . 
Union : 6 : 12,500 - 9 : 
York : 36 : 40,511 2 69. .170 


. i 


Table 7. 


compared with. those previously inspected, 


‘THE 12 ORIGINAL COUNTIES. 


Yellows found in Pennsylvania in 1929 in new counties 


ADDITIONAL TERRITORY — 1929 


trees:No. trees: Per: 


:No, trees:No,trees: Per 


sinspected: inarked roents z:inspected: marked: cent 
Adams : 91,465 : 14 :,015:Armstrong ¢ 5,355 : 2 
Bucks : 39,325: 103 :.261:Carbon : di, ire 12 : .02 
Berks 123,363 : 221 :,179:Columbia : 13,885 : 3 : 
Chester + 20,043: 7 :,201:Indiana : 12,273 : : 
Cumberland: 54,845 : 7 :,130: Juniata 34,852 16 4045 
Dauphin 19,992 : 39  ,195: Lehigh : 43,900 : 12 : ,022 
Delaware : :.750:ilercer 4 12 : 109 
Franklin 225, : 275 :,121:Northampton : 251 22.045 
Lancaster *: 40,740 : 102 :,250:Northumberland: rf 0: 00 : .000 
Lebanon 30,394: 17. :,055:Perry : 15,030 : 12 3: .075 
Montgomery : 41,025 : 4. +:,169:Snyder : 49,550 : 68 : ,137 
“York : 40,511: 69 :.170:Schuylkill +: 15,306: 49 : .320 
: : : :Union : 12,500 : 9 : ,072 
12 : 740,052 3: 1,159  :.150: 13 : 209,513 : All : 
Table 8, Summary of peach yellows inspection in Pennsylvania over 
nine year period, 1921 to 1929. 
eae Counties : No, trees : Orchards : No. trees : Per cent 
: inspected : inspected : inspected ; marked : yellows 
1921 : 15 3 207,466 : 324s : 4.45 
1922 14 »)07 422 : 11,052: 2.50 
1923 : 14 : : Al : 10,698 : 2.21 
1924 : 12 : 74,012 : A5 : 6,064 : 89 
1925 : 13 : 655,493 : 235 
1926 : 13 : 624,743: 390 : : «40 
1927: 13 s 802,033 : AAT 1,046 : 223 
1920 : 19 : 922,5 : 233 : 1,317 : 
1929 ¢ 25 1,030,165 : 1 
Table 9, Summary of peach yellows inspection in Pennsylvania giving 
yellows averages over different periods, 

Years : Wo. trees: No, trees: No. : Average 
3 marked : Years: per cent 
From 1921 to 1925: 2,092 47,516 2 : 1,060 
From 1921 to 1926: : 50, : : 1,580 
From 1921 to 1927: 3, 960,8 : 51,006: 4 . 
From 1921 to 1920: 408 53,203 1. 

From 1921 to 1929: 5,921,573: 54,673 : 9 : 9 
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Table 10, Incidence of ae: yellows in Pennsylvania in 1929 in 
trees of different ages, 


No, trees No, trees 


marked ... 
“00: ae 


Per cent 


Year yellows| 


old 

old 

r old 

old 

old 

old 

r old 

old . 

10 year old 
1l yeer old 
12 year old 
13 year old& older: 


ee 


: . 1,030,165 


PEACH YELLOWS IN OTHER STATES 
(Prom annual reports of collaborators for the year 1929) 


--New-.Jersey: -In.North Jersey yellows. is. believed to be on the inorease. 
~ In South Jersey it is: ocaigae in about the same amount as last 
Delaware: ‘Much more thar: usual or last year. Of relatively slight © 
importance ‘however. At Millsboro 101 affected trees observed 
in 14,000 examined and at Milton 14 trees in 2,000 examined. 
Severity ranged all the way from single’ branches to: entire * 


less ‘than loss about per cent. (A. Pe 


Mest Virginia; One new case observed in Eastern Panhandle in 1929. 
(EB. C. Sherwood &°G. Orton) 


---Qhio: Same as usual,. trace...(H. Co Young) 
Michigan: About sane.as usual. Loss in yield. _ 
‘estimated at 0-5 per cents Thirty per cent affected trees noted 


‘in oné planting. ‘Noted this year in St. ‘dosegh County for nth 
tine. (H. H. Wedgworth) 


|_| | 
120,676 .. 24 
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| 1529899 
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